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Response to Comments of Aaron O. Allen, Acting Chief Regulatory Branch – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  
August 31, 2004 (Letter AF007) 

AF007-1

The FRA acknowledges the MOU between the FRA and cooperating 
federal agencies for this program environmental process and the 
general framework for the integration of NEPA and Clean Water Act 
Section 404 issues.   

AF007-2

The FRA acknowledges the regulatory context and expectations for 
future steps to satisfy Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting 
requirements.   

AF007-3

3a. Regarding the Northern Mountain Crossing, please see 
Standard Response 6.3.1.  The Program EIR/EIS is based on 
available data bases and information, and now further study is 
planned in a separate program EIR/EIS considering a broad corridor 
including Pacheco Pass generally in the south and Altamont pass 
generally in the north before identifying a preferred alignment for 
the proposed HST system to connect the Central Valley to the Bay 
Area.  The FRA consulted with Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) on this approach and CEQ found that it appears to be 
consistent with NEPA and CEQ regulations (letter from Horst 
Greczmiel dated January 24, 2005).  The referenced designation of 
“aquatic resources of national importance” (which is not a statutory 
designation) occurred in conjunction with the approval of the first 
phase of the extensive Diablo Grande residential and commercial 
development, was based on a broad literature review, and was not 
based on field review of resources in the area, parts of which have 
been in long term ranching and grazing use. 

3b. Comment: “relevant quantitative information should be 
coalesced in the main report of the Final PEIR/EIS rather than 
relegated to appendices.”  

To represent the potential for direct impact to water and biological 
resources for the System Alternatives (Modal and HST), additional 
GIS analysis has been completed for the approximate footprint of 
the alternative facilities.  The quantifications are representative of 
the unmitigated potential for direct impacts that could occur within 
the corridor.  The analysis is included in Section 3.15 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS with the appropriate summary information included 
in Chapter 6: HST Alignment Options Comparison and the Summary. 

3c. Comment: “Additionally, supplemental data should augment 
the evaluation, particularly in areas of known sensitivity for which 
little site-specific data has been collected.”  ……..  “incorporate 
additional data to more accurately and thoroughly depict water 
resources.”    

The Authority and FRA are confident that all available and relevant 
information, commensurate with the level of decisions being made, 
has been considered in the preparation of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS. (See the following description of information sources 
applied to the analysis.)  In addition, the Authority pursued further 
research regarding additional sources of information on wetland and 
water resources as a response to this and other similar comments.  
The research included over 12 agency and organizational data 
sources.  Most of the data sources were based on or included the 
same information as the NWI and USGS databases.  One exception 
was the California Spatial Information Library’s Hydrographic 
database, which included a more comprehensive coverage of water 
resources than our previous sources.  However, the additional 
information was still only a marginal increment over the USGS 
database previously applied. 

In terms of information on wetlands resources, the co-lead agencies 
acknowledge the areas of the NWI where wetland resources have 
yet to be mapped; however, extensive attempts to obtain 
information in these areas has resulted in very little additional data.  
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In these areas of limited or no wetlands information, the co-lead 
agencies have determined that water resources are the best 
indicator of the presence of wetlands for this program level analysis.  
Comprehensive and complete information exists for the water 
resources and is readily compared in the Program EIR/EIS for each 
alignment option to determine those that have the least potential for 
impacting water resources.  Subsequent project level studies will 
provide field surveys in all areas of potential impact along the 
alignment options carried forward. 

The Final Program EIR/EIS reflects modifications to clearly identify 
where wetlands information is limited and where greater emphasis 
should be placed on the evaluation of water resources as an 
indicator of the presences of wetland areas. 

General Statewide Screening Evaluation Approach and Information 
sources used: 

Wetlands were primarily identified with data from the National 
Wetlands Inventory (NWI), depending upon NWI data availability. 
NWI coverage varied to some degree over the entire high-speed 
train study area.  To address these variations, the NWI information 
was supplemented with location information recorded in the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for specific habitats 
and species that are related to wetlands.  Other wetland location 
information from available site-specific studies was also utilized as 
described for each region of the study area below.  

Using location information about wetlands from other studies and 
the databases noted above, the screening evaluation identified 
wetlands likely to be encountered by HST alignment segments, 
quantified the number of wetland crossings and in some instances 
acres of wetlands, and recorded the potential value of the wetlands.   
The assessment of potential wetland value considered if the wetland 
was a part of a larger system of wetlands, if the wetland was a part 
of a wildlife refuge or sanctuary, and if there were institutional 
restrictions on constructing in the wetlands.  Special cases where 
wetlands are suspected which could affect the location of alignments 
or stations were noted and discussed qualitatively.  Further analysis 

of potential wetland impacts using available data and studies is 
described for alignment and station options considered in the 
Program EIR/EIS.  At the subsequent project level, after completion 
of the Program EIR/EIS, wetland delineations would be completed 
along with detailed evaluation of reasonable and practicable 
avoidance alternatives. 

Bay Area to Merced

Data from the NWI was used as the primary source of wetland 
location information.  Using this data as a guide, the regional team 
(at an appropriate time of year) performed a drive-by visual 
inspection survey of wetland resources occurring along the proposed 
alignments to verify wetland resources identified as potentially 
affected.  All alignment and station options were surveyed in this 
way and any additional potential wetland resources were recorded 
and considered in the screening analysis.   

The USGS California GAP Analysis Program Data dated June 30, 
1998 was used to fill in gaps in the National Wetland Inventory 
(NWI) database for this region.   Specifically, the GAP data was used 
to fill in gaps in the vicinity of the proposed HSR corridor for the 
following quads where NWI data was unavailable: 

Saint Teresa Hills 

Morgan Hills 

Mount Madonna 

Pacheco Peak 

The minimum mapping unit for the GAP data is 100 ha for upland 
community types and 40 ha for wetland communities.  To account 
for mosaics of communities below this resolution, each map unit was 
attributed with up to three community types, each of which had to 
be >10% of the map unit area.  The spatial locations of individual 
stands of vegetation therefore are not provided. 
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Thus, the GAP data may not have included small-scale wetlands 
along the HSR corridor where NWI data is missing, however, the 
GAP coverage is deemed suitable for the programmatic EIR/EIS. 

Sacramento to Bakersfield

Data from the NWI was used as the primary source of wetland 
location information, and were supplemented with additional data 
from Natural Heritage Division, California Department of Fish and 
Game (California Central Valley Wetlands and Riparian GIS, July, 2, 
1997), CA GAP Analysis (University of California, Biological Resources 
Division, January 29, 1996), USGS (hydrographic features and 7.5 
minute topographic quadrangle maps, and FEMA flood plain 
mapping.

Data sources for vernal pools were available in this region and used 
for the analysis including information on vernal pool complexes 
greater that 40 acres in size for 29 Counties throughout the Central 
Valley (California Department of Fish and Game, Statewide Vernal 
Pool Density Classification, June 7, 2001), specific information 
regarding vernal pools in Merced (EIP Associates, Merced County 
NCCP Wetlands Delineation, August 28, 2002), and a separate data 
base of vernal pool densities throughout the Central Valley Merced 
(California Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire and Resource 
Assessment Program (FRAP), Vegetation Data, October 2002). 

Bakersfield-to-Los Angeles

The National Wetlands Inventory was the primary data source used 
in the regional wetlands analyses.  It was acknowledged that the 
NWI had some gaps in information.  Efforts were made to obtain 
additional data sources; however, additional information was 
available for very limited locations and was not consistent in type or 
extent.  The next best data source to research for streambeds and 
wetlands are the USGS quadrangle maps for those gap areas.  Using 
the USGS quadrangle maps is a reasonable source to determine the 
likelihood of streambed and wetland areas and provides relative 
information for each alternative considered.  The USGS maps are 
often consulted in the initial stages of environmental assessment 
research to identify the likely location of such resources as wetlands 

and streambeds.  The location of the blue-line streams were further 
researched and confirmed by the interpretation of current aerial 
photography.  This level of effort is reasonable and consistent for the 
gap areas for each alternative given the programmatic level of the 
document.

A program-level environmental document should provide sufficient 
relative detail for each alternative for comparison purposes in 
determining the potential environmental consequences of each 
considered.  A program-level document is not used to permit a 
project and is not a project EIR or construction-level EIR.  Detailed 
protocol survey or delineations are not appropriate at this level of 
analysis, particularly considering the specificity and certainty of the 
engineering and project description information available.  It is 
anticipated that the program-level document provides decision 
makers with a comparative evaluation with the understanding that a 
subsequent document will address the proposed project to a level of 
detail consistent with the protocol needed to obtain relevant permits 
from state and federal agencies.  The methods used for the 
California High Speed Rail Project were defined with this in mind. 

Los Angeles-to-San Diego via- Inland Empire Corridor

Using the NWI GIS database as a guide, a two-day drive-by visual 
inspection survey (at an appropriate time of year) of the wetland 
resources occurring along the proposed alignments to verify wetland 
resources identified as potentially affected.  Relevant wetlands were 
photographed.  Because vernal pools are not indicated on the NWI 
database, prior to initiating the field survey, the team reviewed 
relevant maps noted below to obtain information about potential 
vernal pools occurring in the project area, particularly in western 
Riverside County and in MCAS Miramar.   

The following are supplementary sources of information that were 
used in the screening evaluation: 

Previous project evaluations including Parsons-Brinckerhoff 
(1996, 1999, 2000) 

The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 
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The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Map of 
Vernal Pool locations in Western Riverside County 16 

MCAS Miramar’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 17 

Review of general plans for several cities 

Review of aerial photography 

The evaluation focused on identifying natural wetlands resources 
(unchannelized wetlands) within or directly adjacent to the areas of 
potential rights-of-way for alignments and station areas under 
consideration.  These natural wetlands include riparian wetlands 
(associated with rivers, streams, creeks, etc.), vernal pools, and 
freshwater marsh habitats.   

Los Angeles-to-San Diego via- Orange County

Data from the NWI and CNDDB were used as primary sources of 
wetland location information, and were supplemented with the 
following data sources:

Browne and Vogt.  1982.  Buena Vista Lagoon Watershed 
Enhancement Program, Draft Report on the Engineering Analysis of 
the Buena Vista Lagoon Watershed. Technical Report submitted to 
City of Carlsbad (Carlsbad, CA) and State Coastal Conservancy 
(Oakland, CA). 

Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation.  1983.  Buena Vista Lagoon 
Stewardship Plan.   

Buena Vista Lagoon JPC.  1996.  Buena Vista Lagoon Joint Powers 
Committee – Strategic Plan. 

California Department of Fish and Game.  1991.  Interim 
Management Plan: Buena Vista Lagoon Ecological Reserve. 

California Department of Fish and Game.  2002.  California Natural 
Diversity Database Rare Find 2.  October 2002.

California Native Plant Society. 2000. California Native Plant Society’s 
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California.  Special 
Publication #1 Sixth Edition.   

City of Carlsbad and Port of Los Angeles. 1989.  Sediment Load 
Study for Batiquitos Lagoon – Draft Technical Memorandum for the 
Batiquitos Lagoon Enhancement Project. 

Coppock, D. et al.  1985.  Los Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement 
Plan and Program.  Prepared for the Los Penasquitos Lagoon 
Foundation and State Coastal Conservancy.   

County of Orange.  1996.  Natural Community Conservation Plan and 
Habitat Conservation Plan.  Final Administrative Record.  July 17, 
1996.

County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation.  1995.  
San Elijo Lagoon Area Enhancement Plan Draft.  August 1995. 

Cowardin, Lewis M., Virginia Carter, Francis C. Golet, and Edward 
LaRoe.  1979.  Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of 
the United States.  U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 
Service.

Enriquez, Jake.  County of San Diego Department of Parks and 
Recreation.  2003.  Personal Communication.  January 3, 2003.   

Hastings, Mike.  2000.  A Summary Analysis of Existing Conditions 
Affecting Los Penasquitos Lagoon and Watershed.  September 8, 
2000.

Hastings, Mike.  Los Penasquitos Lagoon Foundation.  2003.  
Personal Communication.  January 15, 2003. 

Merckel, & Associates, Inc.  1999.  Batiquitos Lagoon Enhancement 
Project Long Term Monitoring and Pilot Revegetation Program.  1999 
Annual Report Executive Summary.   

San Dieguito River Park Joint Powers Authority.  2000.  
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for 
the San Dieguito Wetland Restoration Project.  September 2000. 
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Soczka, Ernie.  NRG Cabrillo Power.  2002.  Personal communication. 
November 1, 2002. 

Soczka, Ernie.  NRG Cabrillo Power.  2003.  Personal communication. 
January 6, 2003. 

State Coastal Conservancy and the City of Del Mar.  1979.  San 
Dieguito Lagoon Resource Enhancement Program.   

Wootten, Ron. 2002. Buena Vista Lagoon Restoration Feasibility 
Analysis – Request for Proposals. Prepared for the Buena Vista 
Lagoon Foundation.  April 8, 2002.  

www.ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_cal/agua_hedionda.  2002.  
Obtained information on Agua Hedionda Lagoon.  October 29, 2002 

www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/restore/5star/fy02grants.  2002.  
Obtained information on lagoon restoration activities.  October 29, 
2002.

www.nwi.fws.gov.  2003.  National Wetlands Inventory.  U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

www.torreypine.org/tplagn.  2002.  Los Penasquitos Marsh Natural 
Preserve and Lagoon.  Written by Carl L. Hubbs, Thomas W. 
Whitaker, and Freda M. H. Reid.  Torrey Pines Association.  Website 
visited October 28, 2002. 

3d. To represent the potential for direct impact to water and 
biological resources for the System Alternatives (Modal and HST), 
additional GIS analysis has been completed for the approximate 
footprint of the alternatives to clarify the information concerning 
potential impacts.    For the HST Alternative this analysis identified 
and quantified potential direct impacts based on the representative 
Draft Program EIR/EIS alignments within the broader GIS envelopes 
used to identify the potentially affected resources.  For the Modal 
Alternative this analysis identified and quantified potential direct 
impacts for the highway improvements only.  Airport improvements 
represented a relatively minor portion of the additional right of way 
required and were not included for this additional analysis. The 
quantifications are representative of the unmitigated potential for 

direct impacts that could occur within the corridor.    Subsequent 
project level engineering and environmental studies would focus on 
avoidance and minimization of potential impacts.  The analysis is 
included in Section 3.14, Section 3.15, Chapter 6 and the Summary 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

3e. Comment: “to the extent practicable for this programmatic 
document, the Final PEIR/EIS should quantitatively and/or 
qualitatively address the anticipated indirect effects to aquatic 
ecosystems in terms of sedimentation (e.g., sediment transport, 
aggradation, degradation), erosion, hydrologic regime, water quality, 
floodplain encroachment, and habitat integrity.”   

Section 3.17 of the Final Program EIR/EIS addresses the anticipated 
indirect effects to aquatic ecosystems in general qualitative terms as 
they relate to the construction and operation of the facilities 
proposed in the HST and Modal Alternatives.  The description of 
design practices addresses features included in the proposed HST 
system to reduce and avoid potential adverse environmental impacts 
and how the proposed HST system design would be further refined 
and developed to minimize and avoid direct and indirect impacts to 
aquatic and biological resources has been added to Section 3.14.5, 
and Section 3.15.5 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF007-4

Each environmental area (sections of Chapter 3) has been modified 
to include more specific mitigation strategies that would be applied 
generally for the HST system.  Each section of Chapter 3 also 
outlines specific design features that will be applied to the 
implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
potential impacts.   

AF007-5

Please see response AF007-3d.  Inclusion of more detailed mapping 
in the Program EIR/EIS is not feasible because of the vast 
geographic scale of the alternatives at this point in the planning 
environmental process.  Please see the Final Program EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14.3 and Section 3.15.3 regarding a discussion of the 
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representative levels of impacts to waters of the U.S. from the HST 
Alternative.  Moreover, additional mitigation measures for 
minimization of impacts to waters of the U.S. have been added to 
Section 3.14.6 and 3.15.6. 

The Co-lead agencies agree with the list of information and analyses 
that would be needed for the project-level or Tier 2 environmental 
evaluation.  
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